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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Objections 



1. Claim 6 is objected to because of the following informalities: The written portion 
of the claim seems to be missing or incomplete. Appropriate correction is required. 



1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C, 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21 (2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 



2. Claims 1, 2, 3, 11, 12 & 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Baker et al. Baker et al. (US 6092044). 



Regarding claims 1 & 1 1 , Baker et al. discloses a method of training a computer 
system via human voice input from a human teacher, the computer system 
having a text to speech engine and a speech recognition engine (Fig 2(215)), Fig 
17(1762)), the method comprising: presenting a text spelling of an unknown word 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
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(Col 2, Line 13 - 21); receiving a human voice pronunciation of the unknown 
word from the human teacher (Col 3, Lines 42 - Col 4, Lines 65); determining a 
phonetic spelling of the unknown word with the speech recognition engine based 
on the human voice pronunciation of the unknown word(Col 2, Line 13-21); and 
associating the text spelling with the phonetic spelling to allow the text to speech 
engine to correctly pronounce the unknown word in the future when presented 
with the text spelling of the unknown word (Col 18, Line 42 - Line 55) . 

Regarding claims 2 & 12, Baker et al. discloses the phonetic spelling includes a 
sequence of phonemes (Col 5, Line 65 - Col 6, Line 7). 

Regarding claims 3 & 13, Baker et al. discloses the phonetic spelling includes a 
sequence of known words (Col 6, Line 1 - Line 7). 



1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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2. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

3. Claims 4, 5, 14 & 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Baker et al. (US 6092044) in view of Beutnagel (US6078885). 

Regarding claims 4 & 14, are dependent on base claims 1 & 1 1 which are 
anticipated by Baker et al. for the reasons stated in the 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
rejection above. Baker et al. do not disclose the presenting of the text spelling of 
the unknown word, the computer system, using speech output, requests to 
receive the human voice pronunciation of the unknown word. However, 
Beutnagel teaches the presenting of the text spelling of the unknown word, the 
computer system, using speech output, requests to receive the human voice 
pronunciation of the unknown word (Col 5, Lines 35 - 46). Spelling of the 
unknown word would increased the knowledge base of the system resulting in an 
improved speech recognition system 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill a the time of the 
invention to modify Baker et al. with the text spelling of unknown word as taught 
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by Beutnagel since it would have increase the knowledge base of the system 
resulting in an improved speech recognition system. 

Regarding claims 5 & 15, Baker et al. do not disclose the request from the 
computer system takes a form of an ongoing dialog between the computer 
system and the human teacher. However, Beutnagel teaches the request from 
the computer system takes a form of an ongoing dialog between the computer 
system and the human teacher (Col 5, Line 40 - 56). [Note that the adding of a 
new word to a dictionary and training a system to recognize an unknown word or 
out of vocabulary word is equivalent]. Training the system with dialog from a 
human teacher would have expanded the knowledge base of the system 
resulting in improved future speech recognition system 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill a the time of the 
invention to modify Baker et al. with continuous dialog with the human teacher as 
taught by Beutnagel since dialog would have expanded the knowledge base of 
the system resulting in improved future speech recognition system. 

4. Claims 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 16, 17, 18, 19 & 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Baker et al. (US 6092044) in view of Beutnagel (US6078885) 
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as applied to claims 1 - 3& 1 1 - 13 above, and in further view of Hon et al. 
(US5852801). 



Regarding claims 6 (missing text presumed from claim 16) & 16, the combination 
of Baker et al. and Beutnagel do not disclose a method further comprising: 
establishing a plurality of request statements, each request statement having an 
information content level, the information content levels ranging from a low 
information content level to a high information content level, the plurality of 
requests statements being used by the computer system during the ongoing 
dialog. However, Hon et al. teach a method further comprising: establishing a 
plurality of request statements, each request statement having an information 
content level, the information content levels ranging from a low information 
content level to a high information content level, the plurality of requests 
statements being used by the computer system during the ongoing dialog (Col 7, 
Lines 28 - 54). The interactive request between user [trainer] and the speech 
recognition system will ensure an improved accuracy for unknown or 
unrecognized words. 



Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of the 
invention to modify the combination of Baker et al. and Beutnagel with the 
plurality of request information with varying content level as taught by Hon et al. 
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since it would have improved the accuracy of unknown words in a speech 
recognition system. 



Regarding claims 8 & 18, the combination of Baker et al. and Beutnagel disclose 
deriving the phonetic spelling of the unknown word to allow the speech 
recognition engine to correctly recognize the unknown word in the future. The 
the combination of Baker et al. and Beutnagel do not disclose receiving a known 
word that is related in meaning to the unknown word. However, Hon et al. teach 
the receiving of a known word that is related in meaning to the unknown word 
(Col 8, Lines 9 - Lines 60). The association of known words to unknown words 
will help in the ability of the recognition application to develop links that can used 
in future use for the substitution of the unknown word [alternative word list]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of the 
invention to modify the combination of Baker et al. and Beutnagel the receiving of 
a known word that is related in meaning to the unknown word as taught by Hon 
et al. since it would have improved the accuracy of unknown words in a future 
speech recognition applications where alternative words can be used. 
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Regarding claims 7 & 17, the combination of Baker et al. and Beutnagel do not 
disclose a presenting, receiving, determining, and associating are repeated for a 
plurality of unknown words, and wherein the information content level for the 
request statements in the ongoing dialog progressively lessens as presenting, 
receiving, determining, and associating are repeated. Hon et al. teach 
presenting, receiving, determining, and associating are repeated for a plurality of 
unknown words, and wherein the information content level for the request 
statements in the ongoing dialog progressively lessens as presenting, receiving, 
determining, and associating are repeated (Col 8, Lines 9 - Lines 60). [Hon et 
al. describes the presentation of a N-best list, associated with the unrecognized 
word, determining a top candidate and repeating the process]. The process of 
determining to associate unrecognized words by interacting continuously with the 
user [trainer] will ensure an improved accuracy for unknown or unrecognized 
words. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of the 
invention to modify the combination of Baker et al. and Beutnagel with the 
presenting, receiving, determining, and associating are repeated for a plurality of 
unknown words as taught by Hon et al. since it would have improved the 
accuracy of unknown words in a speech recognition system. 
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Regarding claims 9 & 19, the combination of Baker et al. and Beutnagel. disclose 
receiving the known word further comprises: receiving a human voice 
pronunciation of the known word from the human teacher (Baker: Col 3, Lines 42 
- Col 4, Lines 65). 

Regarding claims 10 & 20, the combination of Baker et al. and Beutnagel 
disclose receiving the known word further comprises: receiving a text spelling of 
the known word (Baker: Col 2, Line 13-21). 

Conclusion 

1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 



Mann 



U.S. Patent (6629071) 



Handal et al. 



U.S. Patent Application (20030182111) 



Contilini et al. 



U.S. Patent (6233553) 



Molnaret al. 



U.S. Patent (6041300) 



L'Esperance et al. 



U.S. Patent Application (20020055844) 



Alleva et al. 



U.S. Patent (6694296) 



Garberg et al. 



U.S. Patent (5724481) 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael Lewis whose telephone number is 703 305- 
8730. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 8:30 am - 5 
pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Doris To can be reached on (703) 305-4827. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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